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The Authors Reply: We thank Drs Solak and Atalay1 for
their interest in our work.2 With regard to their ﬁrst
comment, we reported data about diabetes, age, and gender,
and adjusted for these factors. More importantly, we adjusted
for phosphorus level—a well-known factor for cardiovascular
morbidity and mortality in dialysis patients.3 Furthermore, we
excluded patients with a failed renal allograft or clotted,
arteriovenous graft in place—two well-known causes of
inﬂammation.4,5 Finally, 47 of 50 patients in the ﬁstula-
catheter group had urine output less than 200ml at the
initiation of dialysis.
With regard to inﬂammatory markers, C-reactive protein
(CRP) is the most commonly assessed marker in dialysis
studies; we had other evidence of inﬂammation (lower
hematocrit and albumin, higher Erythropoiesis Resistance
Index) in catheter patients. In addition, although CRP can
ﬂuctuate, in all cases, the mean (s.d.) CRP levels did not
overlap between ﬁstula and catheter patients at any time
point, suggesting a strong association between CRP and
access. Additional markers, such as IL-6, may provide more
speciﬁcity, but would not have altered the interpretation of
our data. Finally, the last comment is incorrect—all patients
had ﬁstula placement as an elective procedure; catheters were
never placed as a ‘desperate’ attempt, but were used as
vascular access until ﬁstula maturation.
Thus, we believe our data support the role of a non-
infected dialysis catheter as the sole cause of inﬂammation.
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The CANUSA study and
the importance of residual
kidney function in dialysis
patients
To the Editor: I read with much interest the mini-review by
Rosansky et al.1 that examined the implications of starting
dialysis at a higher glomerular ﬁltration rate (GFR). There
were a couple of inaccurate statements that need to be
corrected for your readers.
The authors describe the Canada –USA Peritoneal Dialysis
Study Group study as ‘an observational study that suggested a
potential beneﬁt on renal survival of a weekly peritoneal
creatinine clearance of 470 l/1.73m2.’ The beneﬁt of that
clearance value was for survival of the patient, not for renal
survival.
In the same paragraph is the following: ‘In addition,
although the Canada – USA Peritoneal Dialysis Study Group
study supported a relationship between the level of peritoneal
clearance and survival, one can argue that the RKF in these
continuous ambulatory peritoneal dialysis patients was
primarily responsible for the survival advantage.’ One could
indeed argue this, and it was exactly this ﬁnding that was
reported in the re-analysis of the Canada – USA Peritoneal
Dialysis Study Group study.2 In this re-analysis, the small
solute clearance parameters were subdivided into the
peritoneal and renal contribution. The peritoneal clearance
had no predictive power on patient survival, whereas every
5 l/week of residual GFR was associated with a 12% reduction
in mortality. Urine volume was an even more powerful
predictor of outcome, with every 250ml/day associated with a
36% reduction in mortality.2
We need to avoid becoming so obsessed with small solute
kinetics that we forget about the importance of residual
kidney function in our dialysis patients.
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The Authors Reply: We strongly agree with Dr Bargman’s1
reference to the importance of residual kidney function in the
decision to start dialysis. In fact, the assumptions used to
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